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DETAILED ACTION 
Patent Office Communique 

This detailed action is directed to the acknowledgement of the patent office 
receiving and beginning an examination of patent application, "Pipeline Controller for 
Providing Independent Execution Between the Preliminary and Advanced Stages of a 
Synchronous Pipeline" (patent office application number: 09/468,051), being filed on 
December 20, 1999 and being assigned to Patent Examiner William Wood. 

Acknowledgement is made of patent office receiving paper, "Request for 
Withdrawal As Attorney or Agent", being filed on March 22, 2000. 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because of informalities sited by the draft person 
and attached to this office action. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings 
are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 7 recites the limitation "first selection circuit" in line 6 of 
the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3/ Claims 1, 8-12, 14 and 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 

anticipated by McLellan (USPN 5,325,495). 

In regard to claim 1 , McLellan taught the following limitations: 

i} For use in an instruction processor that executes instructions included in a 

predetermined instruction set (column 1, lines 10-15; computer systems include 

instruction processors with a predetermined instruction set) 

M) instruction processor executes at an execution rate determined by a system 

clock signal (Figure 2, shows instructions advancing based on system clock 

cycles) 

Hi) a pipeline execution circuit (Figure 1 , pipeline stage 4 and beyond; column 5, 
lines 22-23) to process a first predetermined number of instructions 
simultaneously (the number of instructions to be processed is the number of 
stages the pipeline may have; pipelines by nature are executing various 
instructions simultaneously), each of the first predetermined number of 
instructions being in a respectively different stage of execution within the pipeline 
execution circuit (Figure 2) 
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iv) instructions being capable of advancing to a next stage of execution within the 
pipeline execution circuit at a time determined by the clock signal (Figure 2, 
shows instructions advancing based on system clock cycles) 

v) a pipeline fetch circuit coupled to the pipeline execution circuit to process a 
second predetermined number of instructions simultaneously (Figure 1 , pipeline 
stages 1-3 and part 14; the first sections of this pipeline are the fetch circuit), 
each of the second predetermined number of instructions being in a respectively 
different stage of processing within the pipeline fetch circuit (Figure 2), an 
instruction being capable of advancing to a next stage of execution 
independently of the times at which instructions advance to a next stage of 
execution within the pipeline execution circuit (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding 
stalling the fetch stages, they are now independent of the execution stages which 
have stalled and thus instructions advance) 

Vl) an instruction being capable of advancing to a next stage of execution within 
the pipeline fetch circuit at a time determined by the system clock signal (Figure 
2, shows instructions advancing based on system clock cycles) 

In regard to claim 8, McLellan taught the following limitations 

0 For use in an instruction processor that executes instructions of a machine 
instruction set (column 1, lines 10-15; computer systems include instruction 
processors with a predetermined instruction set) 
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M) a synchronous pipeline system (Figure 2, shows instructions advancing based 
on system clock cycles; or synchronous pipeline) 

m) a plurality of execution logic sections (Figure 1 , pipeline stage 4 and beyond; 
column 5, lines 22-23) each of the execution logic sections being coupled to at 
least one respective other one of the execution logic sections (Figure 1), each of 
the execution logic sections to perform a predetermined stage of execution of 
any of the instructions (column 5, lines 3-6; indicates the sections have a 
predetermined stage value) 

lv) whereby each of the execution logic sections is capable of receiving a new 
instruction to process at predetermined time increments (Figure 2, shows 
instructions advancing based on system clock cycles (predetermined time)) 
v) a plurality of fetch logic sections (Figure 1 , pipeline stages 1-3 and part 14; the 
first sections of this pipeline are the fetch circuit) wherein at least one of the 
plurality of fetch logic sections is coupled to at least one of the plurality of 
execution logic sections (Figure 1, coupled through the q-stage), each of the 
fetch logic sections being coupled to at least one respective other one of the 
fetch logic sections (Figure 1), each of the fetch logic sections to perform a 
predetermined pre-execution stage of instruction execution (column 5, lines 3-6; 
indicates the sections have a predetermined stage value; also the decoder is 
actually labeled as a decoder function), each of the fetch logic sections being 
capable of receiving a new instruction to process in a manner that is independent 
of whether any of the plurality of execution logic sections receives a new 
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instruction to process (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the fetch 
stages, they are now independent of the execution stages which have stalled) 
v,) each of the fetch logic sections being capable of receiving a new instruction to 
process at the predetermined time increments (Figure 2, shows instructions 
advancing based on system clock cycles (predetermined time)) 

In regard to claim 9, McLellan taught the limitation passing at predetermined time 
increment (Figure 2, shows instruction passing based on system clock cycles). 
McLellan did not explicitly state the limitations: 

0 further including a select circuit coupled to one of the plurality of fetch logic 
sections to allow any instruction to be passed between first and second ones of 
the plurality of fetch logic sections 

M) passing if the second one of the plurality of fetch logic sections is not executing 

an instruction prior to the predetermined time increment 
Clearly, the first stage has some mechanism (selection circuit) to allow (or select) an 
instruction to be received into the stage to be operated on if the following stage (second 
stage) is ready to receive the instructions. This is the nature of pipeline systems, 
instructions continually progress down the line from stage to stage. If the second logic 
circuit had itself stalled, the pipeline would not allow the instruction to progress. 
Therefore, a circuit to allow for the selection of passing or not passing between to 
circuits (stages) in a pipeline would have been inherent to the pipeline system formed 
by McLellan and Sites. 
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In regard to claim 10, McLellan taught the limitation passing at the predetermined time 
increment (Figure 2, shows instruction passing based on system clock cycles). 
McLellan did not explicitly state the limitations: 

0 wherein the select circuit includes a control circuit to further allow any 
instruction to be passed between the first and second ones of the plurality of 
fetch logic section 

ll) passing if the second one of the plurality of fetch logic section is executing an 
instruction while a third predetermined one of the plurality of fetch logic sections 
is not executing an instruction 
Clearly, the first stage has some mechanism (selection circuit) to allow an instruction to 
be received into the stage to be operated on if the following stage (second stage) is 
ready to receive the instructions by allowing the instruction to move on down the 
pipeline to the available third stage. This is the nature of pipeline systems, instructions 
continually progress down the line from stage to stage. If the third logic section is ready 
to receive the second logic section's instruction then the pipeline can continue to 
operate smoothly. Therefore, a circuit to allow for the selection of passing or not 
passing between to circuits (stages) in a pipeline would have been inherent to the 
pipeline system formed by McLellan and Sites. 

In regard to claim 11, McLellan taught the following: 
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j) passing if prior to the predetermined time increment a predetermined one of the 
plurality of execution logic sections is performing a predetermined function 
(column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, they are now independent 
of the execution stages are performing a predetermined function by being stalled) 
u) passing at the predetermined time increment (Figure 2, shows instruction 
passing based on system clock cycles) 
McLellan did not explicitly state: 

iH) wherein the select circuit includes a control circuit to allow any instruction to be 
passed between the first and second ones of the plurality of fetch logic sections 
Clearly, the first stage has some mechanism (selection circuit) to allow (or select) an 
instruction to be received into the first stage to be operated on if the first stage is not 
busy (stalled). This is the nature of pipeline systems, instructions continually progress 
down the line from stage to stage. If the first logic circuit had itself stalled, the pipeline 
would not allow the instruction to progress. Therefore, a circuit to allow for the selection 
of passing or not passing between to circuits (stages) in a pipeline would have been 
inherent to the pipeline system formed by McLellan and Sites. 

In regard to claim 12, McLellan taught the limitation passing at the predetermined time 
increment (Figure 2, shows instruction passing based on system clock cycles). 
McLellan did not explicitly state: 
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l) further including a second select circuit coupled to the second one of the 
plurality of fetch logic sections to allow any instruction to be passed between the 
second one and a third one of the plurality of fetch logic sections 
h) passing if the third one of the plurality of fetch logic sections is not executing an 
instruction prior to the predetermined time increment 
Clearly, the third stage (circuit) has some mechanism (selection circuit) to allow (or 
select) an instruction to be received into the stage to be operated on if the third stage 
(circuit) is ready to receive the instructions (does not already have an instruction). This 
is the nature of pipeline systems, instructions continually progress down the line from 
stage to stage. If the third logic circuit had itself stalled, the pipeline would not allow the 
instruction to progress. Therefore, a circuit to allow for the selection of passing or not 
passing between to circuits (stages) in a pipeline would have been inherent to the 
pipeline system formed by McLellan and Sites. 

In regard to claim 14, McLellan taught the limitations: 

0 for use in an instruction processor having a synchronous instruction pipeline 
that executes instructions at a rate determined by a system clock (Figure 2, 
shows instructions advancing based on system clock cycles; or synchronous 
pipeline) 

M) the instruction pipeline including a predetermined number of execution logic 
sections coupled to each other in sequence (Figure 1, pipeline stage 4 and 
beyond; column 5, lines 22-23), each to perform a respectively different stage of 
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execution on any instruction (Figure 2), and a predetermined number of fetch 
logic sections coupled to each other in sequence (Figure 1 , pipeline stages 1-3 
and part 14; the first sections of this pipeline are the fetch circuit), each to 
perform a respectively different stage of pre-execution on any instruction (column 
5, lines 3-6; indicates the sections have a predetermined stage value; also the 
decoder is actually labeled as a decoder function), and wherein at least one of 
the fetch logic sections is coupled to at least one of the execution logic sections 
(Figure 1, coupled through the q-stage) 

m) (a) processing a respective one of the instructions by each of the execution 
logic sections for a first predetermined time period (definition of a pipeline and 
clearly present in McLellan's pipeline) 

lv) (b) allowing ones of the execution logic sections to each pass the respective 
one of the instruction to another coupled one of the execution logic sections after 
the first predetermined time period elapses (definition of a pipeline and clearly 
present in McLellan's pipeline) 

v) (c) allowing at least one of the execution logic sections to retain the respective 
instruction for longer than the first predetermined time period (the definition of a 
pipeline stall and clearly present in McLellan; see column 4, lines 32-38) 
Vl) (d) allowing one of the fetch logic sections each to begin processing a 
respective instruction during a subsequent predetermined time period that is 
subsequent to the first predetermined time period if each of the fetch logic 
sections was not processing a respective instruction during the first 
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predetermined time period (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, 
they are now independent of the execution stages which have stalled and thus 
the fetch stages are capable of processing instructions in following 
predetermined time periods provided the stages are not stalled themselves) 

In regard to claim 16, McLellan did not explicitly state the limitations: 

0 wherein one of the execution logic sections includes logic to retrieve instruction 
operands required to execute an instruction 

H) wherein step (c) includes the step of allowing the one of the execution logic 
sections to retain the respective instruction so that a time period that is longer 
than the predetermined time period may be utilized to retrieve an operand 
required for execution of the respective instruction 
Despite McLellan not specifically stating the limitations above, McLellan is clearly aware 
of the idea of missing operands causing a stall in a pipeline, which is what this claim is 
interpreted as. McLellan's analogy of a car in an assembly line gives evidence of this in 
column 3, lines 5-7. Therefore, the concept of stalling while fetching operands is 
inherent in McLellan. 

In regard to claim 17, McLellan taught the following: 

0 wherein step (d) includes the step of allowing a predetermined one of the fetch 
logic section to begin decode processing of a respective instruction after the 
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predetermined time period elapses if each of the fetch logic sections was not 
processing a respective instruction during the predetermined time period 
This limitation simply states the decode stage is operable during the stalled execution 
stages of the pipeline. McLellan allowed for this in column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding 
stalling the fetch stages, they are now independent of the execution stages which have 
stalled and thus the fetch stages are capable of processing instructions. Clearly the 
stages have to not be processing instructions if the new instructions are to advance. 

In regard to claim 18, McLellan further taught the limitation further including the step of 
(e) allowing a predetermined one of the fetch logic sections to retrieve additional 
instructions to prepare for executing the fetch instructions. This limitation simply states 
the fetch logic can continue to retrieve instructions to process. McLellan allowed for this 
in column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, they are now independent of 
the execution stages which have stalled and thus the fetch stages are capable of 
retrieving instructions to process. 

In regard to claim 19, McLellan taught: 

0 instruction retrieval irrespective of whether any other of the fetch logic sections 
or the execution logic sections begins processing another instruction during any 
subsequent predetermined time period that is subsequent to the first 
predetermined time period (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, 
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they are now independent of the execution stages which have stalled and thus 

the fetch stages are capable of retrieving instructions to process) 
McLellan did not explicitly state: 

n) wherein step (e) is repeated until a predetermined maximum number of 

instructions is retrieved 
However, McLellan's invention uses a queue in the Q-stage. This clearly has a 
maximum value, which is predetermined (column 6, lines 39-48; McLellan's invention 
defaults to a value of 1). Clearly, McLellan's invention will repeat until the queue is filled 
as long as there is a stall in the pipeline execution stages. Therefore, repeating until a 
maximum number of instructions are retrieved is inherent in the design of McLellan's 
invention. 

In regard to claim 20, McLellan did not explicitly state: 

i) further including the step of(e) allowing ones of the fetch logic sections to 
begin processing a respective instruction during an additional subsequent 
predetermined time period if each of the fetch logic sections was not processing 
a respective instruction during the most recently elapsed predetermined time 
period 

ii) further including the step of (f) repeating step (e) until each of the fetch logic 
sections is processing a respective instruction 

Clearly, in order to keep the entire pipeline from stalling the fetch portion of the pipeline 
in McLellan needs to continue to begin processing instructions. Refer to column 4, lines 
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32-36 where McLellan reveals the desire to keep the entire pipeline from stalling. To 
this end, it is inherent that McLellan continues to fetch and begin processing instructions 
until it can no longer do so (the queue is full) and all the fetch logic sections are 
processing an instruction. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

McLellan (USPN 5,325,495) in view of Sites et al. (USPN 5,778,423). 

In regard to claim 2, McLellan did not explicitly state the limitation wherein the pipeline 
fetch circuit includes an instruction queue to store a predetermined maximum number of 
the instructions that are ready to be processed by the pipeline fetch circuit However, a 
data structure (the queue is interpreted as this) to hold information waiting to be 
processed by a circuit or stage in a pipeline is a well known concept to those of ordinary 
skill in the art. Furthermore, Sites taught a data structure to hold a maximum number of 
instructions waiting for processing (Figure 1, part 21). McLellan offers the motivation to 
include this pipeline configuration of Sites by indicating the McLellan computer system 
be the type described in the Sites patent (column 4, line 67 to column 5, line 3; column 
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5, lines 22-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to implement a data structure for waiting instructions before they are processed. 

In regard to claim 3, McLellan taught the limitation wherein an instruction can enter a 
stage of processing independently of the movement of instructions through the pipeline 
execution circuit (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, they are now 
independent of the execution stages which have stalled). McLellan did not explicitly 
state wherein the pipeline fetch circuit includes a pre-decode logic circuit to generate 
pre-decode signals for an instruction that is in a pre-decode stage of processing within 
the pipeline fetch circuit However, pre-decode stages are common to pipelines. 
Practitioners of the art would recognize numerous combinations of fetch, pre-decode, 
and decode stages in pipelines as standard procedure. Furthermore, Sites taught a 
pre-decode stage (column 10, lines 12-21; S1 in this case is the pre-decode stage). 
McLellan offers the motivation to include this pipeline configuration of Sites by indicating 
the McLellan computer system be the type described in the Sites patent (column 4, line 
67 to column 5, line 3; column 5, lines 22-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a pre-decode logic circuit (stage) to generate 
pre-decode signals in McLellan. 

In regard to claim 4, McLellan taught the limitations: 

0 wherein the pipeline fetch circuit includes a decode logic circuit (Figure 1 , part 
14) 
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h) decode circuit to generate decode signals for an instruction that is in a decode 
stage of processing within the pipeline fetch circuit (column 5, lines 7-11; decoder 
is generating decode signals) 

m) wherein an instruction can pass between the two stages of processing 
independently of the movement of instructions through the pipeline execution 
circuit (column 4, lines 32-36; by avoiding stalling the stages, they are now 
independent of the execution stages which have stalled) 
Though McLellan does not explicitly show a decode stage coupled as described by the 
limitation decode logic circuit coupled to the pre-decode logic circuit, practitioners in the 
art would recognize many possible configurations of pipeline stages in pipeline circuits. 
Furthermore, Sites taught decode circuit coupled to the pre-decode circuit (column 10, 
lines 12-21 ; S2 is the decode circuit which is coupled to the pre-decode circuit, S1). 
McLellan offers the motivation to include this pipeline configuration of Sites by indicating 
the McLellan computer system be the type described in the Sites patent (column 4, line 
67 to column 5, line 3; column 5, lines 22-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a decode stage coupled to a pre-decode 
stage as described in Sites. 

In regard to claim 5, McLellan taught instruction received at a time determined by the 
system clock signal (Figure 2, shows instructions advancing based on system clock 
cycles). McLellan did not explicitly state the following two limitations: 
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0 wherein the pipeline fetch circuit includes a first selection circuit coupled to the 
pre-decode logic circuit to allow an instruction to be received by the pre-decode 
logic circuit 

M) instruction received if the decode logic circuit is available to accept an 
instruction currently being executed by the pre-decode logic circuit 
Given the above combination of Sites, clearly the pre-decode stage is coupled to some 
mechanism (selection circuit) to allow (or select) an instruction to be received into the 
stage to be operated on if the following decode stage is ready to receive the instruction 
the pre-decode stage is currently operating on. This is the nature of pipeline systems, 
instructions continually progress down the line from stage to stage. If the decode logic 
circuit had itself stalled, the pipeline would not allow the instruction to progress. 
Therefore, a selection circuit for allowing an instruction to be received by the pre- 
decode circuit if the decode circuit is available to accept an instruction would have been 
inherent to the pipeline system formed by McLellan and Sites. 

In regard to claim 6, McLellan taught the allowing an instruction to enter the decode 
stage of execution at a time determined by the system clock signal (Figure 2, shows 
instructions advancing based on system clock cycles). McLellan did not explicitly state 
the following limitations: 

() wherein the pipeline fetch circuit includes a second selection circuit coupled to 

the decode logic circuit 
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M) second selection circuit to allow an instruction to enter the decode stage of 
execution if the decode logic circuit is not processing another instruction 
Given the above combination of Sites, clearly the decode stage is coupled to some 
mechanism (selection circuit) to allow (or select) an instruction to be received into the 
decode stage to be operated on if the decode stage is ready to receive the instruction 
by not currently processing an instruction. This is the nature of pipeline systems, 
instructions continually progress down the line from stage to stage. If the decode logic 
circuit had stalled, the pipeline would not allow the instruction to progress. Therefore, a 
selection circuit for allowing an instruction to be received by the decode circuit if the 
decode circuit is available to accept an instruction would have been inherent to the 
pipeline system formed by McLellan and Sites. 

5. Claims 7, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McLellan (USPN 5,325,495) in view of Alferness et al. (USPN 5,577,259). 

In regard to claim 7, McLellan did not teach the following: 

0 wherein the pipeline execution circuit includes a microcode-controlled 
sequencer 

n) sequencer to control execution of the extended stages of execution of 
extended-mode ones of instructions 
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,M) wherein during the extended stages of execution, ones of the instructions 
being executed by the pipeline execution circuit are not advancing to a next 
stage of execution within the pipeline execution circuit 

lv) wherein the first selection circuit includes a control circuit to allow an instruction 
to enter the pre-decode stage of processing while the extended-mode ones of 
the instructions are not advancing to a next stage of execution within the pipeline 
execution circuit 

These limitations can be found in Alferness, who taught a microcode-controlled 
sequencer (column 1 , lines 24-31 ) and the sequencer to control extended stages of 
execution of extended-mode instructions (column 1, lines 26-31; extended cycle 
instructions are the extended-mode instructions). Furthermore, Alferness taught 
limitation iii) in column 4, lines 63-67. When the microcode system of Alferness, which 
is combined in the execution stages of McLellan, processes extended cycle instructions 
and halts (as it necessarily does during extended cycle instruction execution), the fetch 
stages of the combined inventions (including pre-decode) would continue to process 
instructions, since these stages operate independent of the execution stages (as 
already shown). Alferness also demonstrated why having such a microcode-controlled 
sequencer is desirable (column 2, lines 29-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a microcode system as found in Alferness in 
McLellan in order to design a much more flexible and easy to operate processing 
system. 
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In regard to claim 13, McLellan did not teach the following two limitations: 

0 further including a microcode controlled logic section coupled to at least one of 
the execution logic sections to insert additional extended stages of instruction 
execution for each of the predetermined ones of the instructions that are 
extended-mode instructions 

n) whereby each of the fetch logic sections include circuits to allow a new 
instruction to be received by one or more of the fetch logic sections at the 
predetermined time increments during the additional extended stages of 
instruction execution if each of the fetch logic sections is not already processing 
one of the instructions 
These limitations can be found in Alferness, who taught a microcode-controlled 
sequencer (column 1, lines 24-31) and the sequencer to insert additional extended 
stages of instruction execution for each of the predetermined ones of the instructions 
that are extended-mode instructions (column 2, lines 29-33). Furthermore, Alferness 
taught limitation ii) in column 4, lines 63-67. When the microcode system of Alferness, 
which is combined in the execution stages of McLellan, processes extended cycle 
instructions and halts (as it necessarily does during extended cycle instruction 
execution), the fetch stages of the combined inventions (including pre-decode) would 
continue to process instructions, since these stages operate independent of the 
execution stages (as already shown). Alferness also demonstrated why having such a 
microcode-controlled sequencer is desirable (column 2, lines 29-42). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a microcode 
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system as found in Alferness in McLellan in order to design a much more flexible and 
easy to operate processing system. 

In regard to claim 15, McLellan did not teach the following limitations 

0 wherein one of the execution logic sections is a microcode controller sequencer 
M) wherein step (c) includes the step of allowing the microcode controlled 
sequencer to retain the respective instruction for the purpose of performing 
additional extended-mode execution cycles for the respective instruction 
These limitations can be found in Alferness, who taught a microcode-controlled 
sequencer (column 1, lines 24-31) and the sequencer to retain extended stages of 
execution of extended-mode instructions (column 4, lines 63-67). Alferness also 
demonstrated why having such a microcode-controlled sequencer is desirable (column 
2, lines 29-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to include a microcode system as found in Alferness in McLellan in order to design a 
much more flexible and easy to operate processing system. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure as follows. Applicant is reminded that in amending in response to 
a rejection of claims, the patentable novelty must be clearly shown in view of the state 
of the art disclosed by the references cited and the objections made. Applicant must 
also show how the amendments avoid such references and objections. See 37 CFR § 
1.111(c). 
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Rawlinson et al. (USPN 5,490,255) taught a synchronized pipeline system which 
allowed early stages of the pipeline (fetch stages) to operate independently of the later 
stages of the pipeline (execution stages). This applies to applicant's claims concerning 
the movement of instructions through the fetch stages even while the execution stages 
are stalled. 

Bhamidipati et al. (USPN 6,1 12,295) taught decoupling the fetch stages of a 
pipeline from the execution stages of a pipeline to avoid stalls and conflicts. 
Furthermore, it is stated a queue can be used in this function and that such a queue can 
be placed between a variety of the pipeline stages. 

Dowling (USPN 6,157,988) taught a method to reduce or avoid pipeline stalls 

I 

through a system of manipulating the pipeline stages. 

Peng et al. (USPN 6,351 ,803) taught the organization of a typical pipeline. This 
applies to all claims dealing with the ordering of stages coupled to other stages. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William H. Wood whose telephone number is (703)305- 
3305. The examiner can normally be reached 7:30am - 5:00pm Monday thru Thursday 
and 7:30am - 4:00pm every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (703)305-9712. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)746-7239 for 
regular communications and (703)746-7238 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305- 
3900. 

William H. Wood 
June 19, 2002 




